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P. Filion 
Call to order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


Approval of Minutes 


Concerning the minutes of the Senate meeting of December 16, 1977, it was 
pointed out that the document number for the Report from the University 
Curriculum Coordinating Committee on page 5, line 7, should be 
US-77-17-D8. 


It was also noted that the holiday wishes expressed to Senate by Mr. 
Hedmann on behalf of the Student Academic Caucus had been omitted on 
page 3 of the minutes under "Reports from Councils, etc. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
XISTRIS, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF DECEMBER 
16, 1977, AS CORRECTED, BE APPROVED. 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O'Brien advised that, further to his report at the last Senate meeting on 
the question 6f the Bookstore ordering practices, the information that he 
now had indicated that the problem examples that had come to his attention 
were related to specific circumstances. That was, it was a matter of a series 
of discreet cases rather than the result of any general overall Bookstore 
policy. 
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Question Period 


Senate was advised that a number of faculty and staff members on the 
Loyola campus were disturbed to learn of what seemed to be the abrupt 
curtailment of dining facilities on that campus, particularly because there 
were really no visible alternatives in the neighborhood. It was wondered 
whether this has been duly considered and if there were plans to restore 
suitable faculty and staff dining facilities on the Loyola campus. 


Prof. G. Martin, Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, advised that 
there were a number of alternative eating facilities on the Loyola campus 
notably the Hingston Hall Cafeteria, the Guadagni Lounge, the Campus 
Centre and the Faculty Club. He pointed out that the food that was being 
served in the Loyola Faculty/Staff dining room came directly from the 
Hingston Hall cafeteria kitchen and it was costing the University 
approximately $600.00 to serve $200.00 worth of food per week. The 
University could simply not afford to carry on that particular operation. 


Also, as of now, there were no plans particularly to reinstate the 
Faculty/Staff dining room. The present arrangement, which was a 
partitioned area in the Hingston Hall Cafeteria, was an experimental one and 
if it meets with resounding opposition, it would be changed. However, that 
has not been the feedback that has come to Mr. Devenne, who was the 
Administrator in charge of the area. 


There have been one or two people who have complained, but in general, 
the volume of complaints has not been all that great. However, he was open 
to suggestions and if there was some way by which the Faculty/Staff dining 
room could again become a viable operation, he would consider it. He 
further emphasized that a $400.00 deficit per week was very substantial and 
also that food services was a self-supporting operation. 


It was stated that there was no doubt that recently faculty and staff had not 
made use of the dining room, but it was felt that that was partly because the 
food had become increasingly inedible. It was pointed out that until about a 
year ago there was a history of strong use of the dining facilities by faculty 
and staff on the Loyola campus, and it was suggested that all that one would 
have to do to return to that situation would be to get some respectable food 
restored. 


It was further stated that it was difficult to imagine why, as had been 
implied, the Faculty Dining Room on the $.G.W. Campus could be 
self-sustaining in an area which was served by dozens if not hundreds of 
restaurants within easy walking distance, whereas, had been stated, the 
Loyola campus dining facilities, with an almost complete absence of 
relaxing and leisurely atmosphere of dining, was not self-sustaining. The 
feeling was expressed that very little attempt had been made to assess 
faculty and staff usage of dining facilities and also that although there were 
other services where one could buy a sandwich, they were not the sort of 
places where faculty members would really feel comfortable in discussing 
things with their colleagues. 
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Prof. Martin advised that he would be welcome any viable suggestions on 
how to improve the situation that anyone might wish to submit. 


With respect to a question concerning evaluation of the quality of teaching at 
Concordia, Dr. O'Brien advised that he was not an expert 6n course 
evaluation and he did not claim to have any particularly valid views on many 
of the technical questions that arise. On the one hand, course evaluation was 
possible, but on the other hand, it was an extremely difficult thing to do 
effectively. He felt that the history of course evaluation at Concordia was an 
almost classical example of the difficulty of accomplishing something that 
takes three or four years of concerted effort to bring about effectively, by 
persons or groups that have a one or, at most, a two-year horizon in which 
to work. He suspected that if Concordia does not have an effective 
evaluation system and if other institutions do, it was because of the 
discontinuity in the efforts. 


Also, he did not think that a student course evaluation could be the only 
thing in evaluating the calibre of teaching or the operation of a department. 
However, he thought that one could find reasonable limits within which 
course evaluation, as an accurate indicator, could be used. Beyond that 
rather general statement, one tends to get very quickly into the 
technical-questions of what to measure and how it could be measured. .To 
have a measure which could be observed and accepted as valid generally, at 
the technical level, was certainly a very difficult problem. 


Responding to a question concerning inter-library borrowing, Mr. Princz, 
Associate Director, Libraries, confirmed that as of February 1, 1978, certain 
services would be discontinued because of the recent trend in some of the 
Canadian libraries whereby inter-library loans were no longer a free service. 
However, he emphasized that borrowing between Quebec university 
libraries would still continue to be free and the policy only relates to material 
which had to be borrowed from libraries outside of Quebec. Also, the 
situation would be re-evaluated in the coming months and the policy would 
be confirmed or continued on the basis of our experience. 


With respect to a question arising from the minutes of the Senate meeting of 
December 16, 1977, concerning weekend use of the Drummond Science 
Library, Prof. Martin advised that he had had no discussions with Dr. 
Filion, Director of Libraries, on the matter. However, Mr. Princz advised 
that library services were constantly being evaluated and the less number of 
open hours for the Drummond Science Library resulted from statistics 
maintained over the years which indicated that the number of users Just did 
not warrant keeping the Drummond Science Library open over the 
weekends. 


Again, concerning the consultation that was to have taken place between Dr. 
Filion and Prof. Martin, Dr. O'Brien suggested that that question could be 
raised at the next Senate meeting. 
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78-1-8 


With respect to the Vanier Library being open on Sunday evenings, it was 
argued that if the number of library hours depended on the number of users 
who desired to make use of the Library, then the Vanier Library should be 
open on Sunday evenings because, according to the recent L.S.A. 
questionnaire concerning library services on the Loyola campus, students 
desired to use that Library at that time. Senate was advised that a copy of the 
results of the questionnaire had been sent to Dr. Filion. 


It was stated that there was a problem concerning Concordia Commerce 
graduates who apply for admission to the McGill C.A. programme. McGill 
will grant credit for Concordia courses passed with a grade of "B" or above 
but in the number scale a Concordia "B" starts at 70 whereas a McGill "B" 
starts at 65. That means that Concordia students who have a numerical 
equivalent grade of 68 are denied an exemption. It was wondered whether 
this was due to a lack of communication between the two institutions. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he was not able to answer the question in the 
abstract and suggested that it was the type of question that could be most 
effectively dealt with at the level of the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration. 


Dean Boyle, Faculty of Commerce and Administration, advised that he was 
not aware of the problem but he would check with the programme 
coordinator first thing Monday morning. 


Concerning Senate meetings for February and March 1978, Dr. O'Brien 
advised that what was most likely at this point was that the next meeting of 
Senate (February 24, 1978), would be a special meeting to deal with the 
question of "small units such as colleges" and the regular monthly meeting 
would be held a week later on March 3, 1978. The regular March meeting 
would be held on March 31, 1978. However, what was not known at the 
moment was the possible complexity of the debate on "small units such as 
Colleges" and if it proved necessary to have a further special meeting, it 
would be held sometime in March. 


Reports from Councils, etc 


Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to document US-78-1-DI which was 
being tabled by the University Curriculum Coordinating Committee. The 
document contained the procedures to deal With the curriculum change 
process which had been mentioned in passing at previous Senate meetings 
and which it was proposed to introduce for the next round of curriculum 
changes. The document has been examined by the Steering Committee 
which finds that it provides an appropriate way to deal with curriculum 
change proposals and it was being tabled today for the information of the 
members of Senate as to how curriculum changes were to be organized for 
the next round. 
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Report from the Library Committee 


Prof. M. Baldwin, Chairman of the Library Committee, presented and 
explained the Report from the Library Committee (DOC-US-78-1-D2). She 
emphasized that the proposed amendment to allow circulation of Bound 
Volumes of Periodicals was primarily based on financial considerations in 
that the present rate of inflation in Periodical subscriptions far outweighs the 
allowance for increase in the Library budget. Also, due to the merging of 
the various components in the new Faculty of Arts and Science, it was 
apparent that. for many departments consolidation of collections would be 
necessary in order for them to retain reasonable Library resources. This 
meant presumably that subscriptions of various Periodicals would have to 
be discontinued at one Library or another, and in order to facilitate faculty 
access at one campus or the other without disadvantaging any particular 
group, and to allow more flexibility in the system, the members of the 
Library Committee and the Library personnel consider it necessary to have 
some freedom of movement of Periodicals and some access to faculty 
members from one campus to the materials on the other campus. 


In addition, the physical constraints on Library space meant that Bound 
Periodicals have to be stored in five different locations. This creates 
difficulties for both faculty and Library personnel who may have to travel to 
different locations to find material, if such material cannot be circulated 
within the system. 


With respect to suggestions that photocopying would provide a solution to 
the problem, Prof. Baldwin advised that it had been brought to her attention 
by faculty members in the Biology Department and in the Faculty of Fine 
Arts that that was not always a satisfactory mode of access to material, and 
that in many cases where one had to work with photographic material, 
photocopying was virtually useless. Also, in many of the older Periodicals 
the binding was so close to the print that the photocopy was distorted to 
such an extent that it was useless. 


Prof. Baldwin also pointed out that under cooperative arrangements with 
other Universities in Montreal, it was possible for Concordia faculty 
members to borrow Periodicals for a specified length of time and it seemed 
ironic that faculty members could borrow material from McGill but could 
not do so within Concordia itself. 


Concerning suggestions that different elements of the Library should have 
different loan policies, Prof. Baldwin advised that an overriding principle in 
the development of the Loans Policy, both from the point of view of 
administration and of developing a common Concordia spirit, has been that 
the Loans Policy should be common to all of the Libraries within the 
Concordia system. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BALDWIN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
O'CONNOR, THAT SECTION B 2.2 AND 2.3 OF THE LIBRARY 
LOANS POLICY BE AMENDED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 


RECOMMENDATION SET OUT ON PAGE 2 OF DOCUMENT 
US-78-1-D2. 


Concern was expressed over the inconvenience under both the previous and 
proposed Loans Policy to the undergraduate and graduate part-time students 
and it was wondered whether there were any statistics available to support 
the feeling that the number of part-time students inconvenienced by the 
policy was larger than the number of those who have benefited by it. 


It was wondered what means were proposed to ensure that Periodicals 
would be returned at the end of the two day loan period, and what happens 
to those who do not return them at the end of that period. 


Senate was advised that the normal sanctions, which were stated elsewhere 
in the Library Loans Policy, would apply. 


It was stated that one problem which was raised during the recent debate on 
the Library Loans Policy in the Engineering Faculty Council concerned past 
disappearances of particular issues of Periodicals. That was, for one reason 
or another, many issues of Periodicals were simply not ever available, 
having been taken out for some period of time by someone and never 
returned. This was a very serious problem from the points of views of 
researchers who, two years later, wanted to find something. It was 
wondered, if the proposed change were to be adopted, what measures 
would be taken to prevent the re-occurence of precisely the same problem. 


It was explained that at the moment it was very difficult to control that and 
given the nature of the material it was so easy for people to walk out of the 
Library with that material. However, with the introduction of an electronic 
surveillance system sometime during the summer of 1978, that situation 
hopefully would be completely changed by the end of next year. 


Senate was advised that a recent survey of Periodical lending practices 
among Ontario and Quebec Universities showed that nine out of eighteen 
Libraries in Ontario and eight out of fifteen Quebec Libraries allowed no 
circulation of Periodicals. Also, the majority of the Libraries which allowed 
circulation, allowed it for both undergraduate and graduate students as well 
as for faculty members. 


It was stated that bearing in mind that journals were a research tool, 
Periodicals should be available to anyone in the University who was 
engaged in research, including Doctoral, Master, and Diploma students 
enrolled in the Graduate Studies Programme. It was argued that if these 
students are entrusted with research taking place in laboratories, they should 
also be entrusted with the resources needed to carry out that research. 


The feeling was also expressed that the proposed two day circulation of 
Bound and Microform Periodicals would be acceptable provided the 
Periodical did, contain photographic material. In that case, the journal 
should be allowed out for a period of at least two weeks, but with the 
understanding that it could be recalled immediately if someone on the other 


campus needed it. Also, if someone on the same campus required the same 
material, the name of the person who had the material could be released by 
the Library and be contacted by whomever was looking for the Periodical 
and make Arrangements for a xerox copy of the particular article. 


Senate was advised that the matter of extending the borrowing privileges to 
Graduate students had been discussed by the Library Committee and there 
was a division of opinion on the issue. 


With respect to the suggestion that Periodicals which contain photographic 
material be allowed to circulate for at least two weeks, the feeling was 
expressed that this might create some difficulties for the Library staff who 
would have to determine whether or not there was photographic materials In 
a particular journal of the type which may or may not be subject to 
photocopying. It was suggested that it should be left to the Senate Library 
Committee to initiate a discussion on that issue. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that two possible amendments to the policy have been 
suggested and Senate should now move to deal with these more formally. 
The first had to do with extending the borrowing privileges, whether it be 
for two days or ultimately amended to something else, to include Graduate 
students. If someone was prepared to move that, he would then ask for a 
seconder, followed by discussion on the amendment. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCLAUGHLIN, 
SECONDED BY PROF. WATERS, THAT BORROWING PRIVILEGES 
FOR BOUND VOLUMES OF PERIODICALS AND MICROFORMS 
(SECTION B 2.2 AND B 2.3) BE EXTENDED TO DOCTORAL, 
MASTER AND DIPLOMA STUDENTS ENROLLED IN THE 
GRADUATE STUDIES PROGRAM. 


It was suggested that the amendment be broadened to include all students, 
both graduate and undergraduate. 


Prof. McLaughlin advised that he was personally not opposed to the 
suggestion but he would not like to see his amendment defeated because of 
that addition. 


It was stated that the amendment has complicated the decision making 
process because one may wish to vote against the motion to allow for a 
two-day non-renewable loan period but at the same time, be in favor of 
extending the borrowing privilege to Graduate students if the main motion 
were to be approved. It was suggested that it would be better to have the 
amendment presented after adoption or rejection of the overall policy as to 
whether or not the Periodicals should be circulated. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he could either allow the amendment to stand or 
alternatively take the position that the only item before Senate at this time 
was to change the borrowing period from Library use only to two days 
circulation. He could take a very narrow interpretation of what was on the 
agenda for today's meeting, and if people want other changes in the 


regulations, they could request that these be inscribed on the agenda for a 
future meeting. If the matter becomes too complicated he. would be inclined 
to take the second alternative. 


The feeling was expressed that the real issue was not whether the borrowing 
privileges should be extended to Graduate students but rather whether 
Bound Volumes of Periodicals should be allowed to circulate at all. 


Again, it was suggested that Senate should first deal with what seemed to be 
the overall problem of whether or not Periodicals should be allowed to 
circulate. 


THE CHAIR RULED THAT THE AMENDMENT WAS OUT OF 
ORDER. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that his ruling was based on the various comments 
which have been made and for the reason previously stated that the question 
that-had been coming to Senate for some time, and which has been 
circulating and the recommendation. which was now before Senate, was 
essentially one to change the loan period from Library use only to two days 
for the group of people specified in the regulation. 


He pointed out that Senate had previously passed a set of Library 
regulations and while those regulations were subject to amendment, what 
was before Senate was a specific amendment which has been brought 
forward and recommended by the Library Committee. His ruling was that it 
was that specific amendment and nothing else, which was to be dealt with at 
today's meeting. He recognized that it was quite possible to make other 
amendments to these regulations, but in order to avoid this becoming an 
opening up of the whole set of Library regulations, he suggested that if 
other amendments are wished, they could either be raised directly with the 
Library Committee or a request could be made through the Secretary of 
Senate to the Steering Committee to have a specific amendment inscribed on 
the agenda for a future meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
O'CONNOR, THAT THE QUESTION BE CALLED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the motion was to change section 2.2 of the 
Library Loans Policy, the relevant part which presently read 's - "Bound 
Volumes of Periodicals - Faculty, Senior Administrative and Professional 
Staff, Librarians - may be used in the Library only" to read, for the same 
group of people, - "Two (2) days. No renewal." The same change would 
apply likewise for section 2.3 which concerns Microforms (Periodicals). 


- THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND RESULTED IN A TIE 
VOTE - 


Dr. O'Brien stated that the tie vote did not indicate to him that any 
consensus had appeared in the University around this particular .issue, in 
spite of the debates which had taken place over the past six months. 


The feeling was expressed that perhaps the calling of the question was 
premature and it was wondered if there was any mechanism which would 
allow the debate to be re-opened. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the debate could be re-opened provided there was a 
motion to do so and provided that motion was carried by a two/thirds 
majority vote. 


It was wondered whether the Chairman would reconsider the ruling on the 
previous amendment concerning borrowing privileges for Graduate 
students, which could then be voted on and debate on the main motion be 
resumed. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that that would simply lead to a widening of the 
question into several different areas. Also, there seemed to be two rather 
separate but related questions being discussed. One was that, whatever the 
loan period was, should it apply to students. The other question was what 
should the loan period be. 


He explained that if he ended up voting on the motion in order to break the 
tie vote, he would vote against the motion because clearly there was no 
adequate consensus on which to change the existing regulation which was 
previously voted in by Senate. Also, since he was not so naive as to believe 
that that would end the question, he would ask the Library Committee, not 
to rethink its position on the issue because Senate has received three or four 
Reports in which the Committee has always taken the same position, but 
rather to examine the other questions which have arisen and which have 
complicated the vote. The question of use by . Graduate students, the 
question of use by all students, and the question of photographic material, 
should be examined by the Library Committee and a further report presented 
to Senate with the Committee's recommendations on those items set out 
separately. 


His feeling was that if he were to open discussion to the amendment 
around-Graduate students, there would be an amendment concerning use by 
all students and an amendment on photographic material. By that time the 
discussion would be sufficiently open that there would likely be 
amendments on other things. While all of these issues were legitimate 
enough for Senate to debate, he did not think that they could be effectively 
brought in simply in a series of amendments from the floor without being 
considered. 


- THE CHAIRMAN VOTED AGAINST THE MOTION - 


It was suggested that the Library Committee should give consideration to a 
motion from the Arts and Science Faculty Council recommending that "at 


least, bound periodicals and microfilms should be circulated between 
libraries on both campuses". 


It was also stated that it had become obvious from the debate that we have 
Faculties with completely different interests and the feeling was expressed 
that a lot of the problems would be alleviated if it would be possible to 
circulate bound periodicals and microfilms between the Libraries so that 
people on both campuses would have ready access to them. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that it was his impression that the Library Committee had 
deliberated on the various issues and it should be possible for the 
Committee to place before Senate a report, laid out section by section, 
giving a recommendation and a reasoned statement as to why the Committee 
was recommending one way or the other on the points that have been 
raised. Senate could then agree or disagree section by section with those 
recommendations. 


It was suggested that the Library Committee should consider the possibility 
of allowing the Periodicals to be borrowed during the evening or on the 
week-ends. In other words, to allow borrowing. during those time periods 
when the Library was closed anyhow, which was a practice followed at 
some other institutions. 


It was also suggested that the Library Committee should look into the 
possibility of having different borrowing policies for the different Faculties. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the Library Committee had views on that 
suggestion which he did not intend to allow them to express at this time, but 
it was obviously a question in the minds of some people and one that 
required a reasoned statement from the Committee, which could then be 
looked at by Senate and either accepted or rejected. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GRAY, SECONDED BY PROF. COHEN, 
THAT THE DEBATE ON THE LIBRARY LOANS POLICY BE 
RE-OPENED. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the motion required a two/thirds majority vote in 
order to be passed. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED - 


It was stated that one part of the problem with the proposed change was the 
policing of the two-day circulation period and it was suggested that, given 
that Bound Periodicals were very expensive to replace, the fifty cents per 
day penalty should be reviewed. 


It was further suggested that the Committee should look into the question of 
how long it takes to get these Periodicals back on the shelf after they have 
been borrowed for two days. 
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Dr. Wall recalled that at one point during the debate on the overall Library 
Loans Policy which took place over a year ago, he had raised the issue of 
renewal of books required at the end of a, term, and Vice-Rector Bordan at 
that time had created an image of him pushing a wheelbarrow full of books 
back to the Library. He advised that the Library still does not accept written 
renewals and that Prof. Bordan's vision was in fact coming to fruition. At 
that time the sense of the Senate debate was that written renewal of books at 
the end of the term would be acceptable and he wanted to bring that to the 
attention of the Library Committee. 


Regulations on Academic Re-evaluation (Undergraduate) 


Dr. O'Brien stated that he trusted that this would be a brief item to deal with 
because Senate has in fact completed the debate on the Regulations on 
Academic Re-evaluation (Undergraduate) at the last meeting. 


Document US-78-1-D3 was, what Dr. O'Brien hoped would turn out to be 
the final version of the Regulations on Academic Re-evaluation. He 
explained that the various amendments to the earlier documents that Senate 
had passed had been incorporated into this document. However, due to the 
complexity of the debate and the amendments, it proved desirable to make 
other changes which were meant to be changes in style or consistency, in 
order that the final document was as straightforward and as polished as 
possible. He believed that the content of document US-78-1-D3 was what 
Senate had decided upon, but the form was somewhat different than what it 
would be if the various amendments had simply and literally been 
interpolated as they had been voted upon. 


He asked that Senate formally vote its approval of document US-78-1-D3 as 
the final version so that we had a document which has the imprimatur of 
Senate without any ambiguity. 


It was suggested, as an editorial change, that items 16 and 14 
(DOC-US-78-1-D3) be interchanged. Senate agreed to the suggestion. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. FROST, SECONDED BY MR. 
MCDONALD, THAT THE REGULATIONS ON ACADEMIC 
RE-EVALUATION (UNDERGRADUATE), (DOC-US-78-1-D3), AS 
CHANGED, BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Academic Regulations for Combined Degree Programme in Building 
Engineering 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE ACADEMIC REGULATIONS FOR THE 
COMBINED DEGREE PROGRAMME IN BUILDING ENGINEERING 
(PAGE 17, DOCUMENT US-77-14-D41, WITH ITEM 2 c), CHANGED 
TO READ - "HAVE OBTAINED B OR BETTER ON AT LEAST THREE 
QUARTERS OF THE COURSES REGISTERED FOR AT THE 400 
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LEVEL OR ABOVE WITH NO FAILURES", (DOC-US-77-17-D5), BE 
APPROVED. 


Responding to a question concerning the proposed change in item 2 c), 
(DOC-US-77-17-D5), Prof. Giguere explained that the change was being 
recommended in the light of the arguments at a previous Senate meeting that 
the academic performance required of students in the final year in the 
Combined Degree Programme before entering the graduate level, should be 
the same as the minimize admission standards for full-time students into 
graduate programmes in Engineering. The proposed change represented a 
strengthening of the academic requirements in the Combined Degree 
Programme in Building Engineering. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


U.C.C.C. Recommendation on ESL 100 credits 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the recommendation from 
U.C.C.C. concerning the application of ESL 100 credits 
(DOC-US-78-1-D4). 


He emphasized that the recommendation was basically to straighten out an 
anomaly in the regulations in the extended part of undergraduate 
programmes. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
WEST, THAT THE U.C.C.C. RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING 
THE APPLICATION OF ESL 100 CREDITS (DOC-US-78-1-D4), BE 
APPROVED. 


It was wondered how the six credits for ESL 100 at the "extended" level 
would be distinguished on the student record from similar credits to be 
applied towards the 90-credit degree programme. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that he had been given to understand by Mr. 
Adams, University Registrar, that there were ways to handle that which he 
did not quite understand himself. However, he would raise that particular 
question again with the Registrar. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Engineering Faculty Council Proposal on Honourable Conduct 


A desire was expressed to have the Engineering Faculty Council Proposal 
on Honourable Conduct (DOC-US-77-17-D4) discussed at this meeting, it 
being pointed out that that item was under discussion at the point of 
adjournment at the last Senate meeting. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he was prepared to accept a motion to consider the 
Engineering Faculty Council Proposal now, which could then be voted on 
and if passed, the item could be discussed. 


It was explained that the reasoning behind the suggested change in the 
Agenda order was that, given the length of time that it took Senate to 
approve the regulations on Academic Re-evaluation, it was unlikely that 
Senate would be able to come to any agreement on the general question of 
Conduct During Examinations much before the end of this semester, and 
there was a great desire to have the system which was being proposed by 
the Engineering Faculty Council (DOC-US-77-17-D4) in place in time for 
the final examinations. It was pointed out that if the Engineering Faculty 
Council Proposal was approved as a provisional measure at this meeting, 
the Committee on Honourable Conduct could be established and be 
operational within a month. On the other hand, if the Proposal was put off 
until the end of the semester, it could become lost during the summer 
months and not be considered until the beginning of the next academic year 
when there would be a whole new group of student leaders who would 
have to contend with the existing problems. 


Also, if the Proposal was approved now, it would be a continuing thing for 
next year. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. GLADSTONE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
XISTRIS, THAT THE ENGINEERING FACULTY COUNCIL 
PROPOSAL ON HONOURABLE CONDUCT (DOC-US-77-17-D4), BE 
CONSIDERED NOW BY SENATE. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


It was pointed out that the item had been discussed at the last Senate meeting 
and it was proposed that the motion to be discussed now by Senate be 
exactly as stated on page 32 of the minutes of the Senate meeting of 
December 16, 1977, which was: 


"IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY MR. 
GLADSTONE, THAT THE COMMITTEE ON HONOURABLE 
CONDUCT AS SET OUT IN DOCUMENT US-77-17-D4 BE 
APPROVED, WITH THE UNDERSTANDING THAT THE PROPOSAL 
WOULD REPLACE THE REFERENCES TO THE DEAN OR 
COMMITTEE AND THE PROCEDURES TO BE FOLLOWED BY THE 
DEAN OR COMMITTEE WHICH WERE IN THE CURRENT SIR 
GEORGE WILLIAMS REGULATIONS, AND ALSO WITH THE 
UNDERSTANDING THAT IT BE AN INTERIM MEASURE UNTIL 
SUCH TIME AS SENATE HAS PRONOUNCED ITSELF ON THE 
OVERALL QUESTION OF CHEATING AND PLAGIARISM." 


Dr. O'Brien advised that technically the motion was still before Senate so 
that Senate should simply continue to debate that motion. 


He advised that it had been established that technically what was being 
proposed was quite possible and it simply replaced, for the purposes of the 
Faculty of Engineering, one portion of the existing regulations with another 
procedure, but left the rest of the procedures quite viable. He also 


emphasized that the Proposal (DOC-US-77-17-D4) made no changes in the 
existing sanctions to be imposed if someone is found guilty of cheating on 
examinations. 


Responding to a question concerning the E.F.C. proposal that "the sole 
penalty for cheating be expulsion from the University" 
(DOC-US-77-17-D3), Prof. Giguere advised that the Engineering Faculty 
Council at its last meeting, approved unanimously with one recorded 
abstention, that that document be withdrawn. He also expressed the feeling 
that Senators would find that the current version of the Engineering Faculty 
Council's recommendations an that point would be in line with Senate's 
view on the subject. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that if and when Senate adopted University-wide 
regulations on honourable conduct, they would apply to all Faculties 
including Engineering and the Engineering Proposal on Honourable 
Conduct (DOC-US-77-17-D4) would lapse and be replaced by whatever 
had been adopted at that point. 


Concerning the timing of implementation of the E.F.C. Proposal, assuming 
that it was now approved, Prof. Giguere advised that the intention was that 
the new procedures would apply to final examinations to be held within the 
next few months, but that any cases of charges of cheating or plagiarism 
that were still outstanding would be dealt with under the current existing 
regulations. Assuming that Senate approved the E.F.C. Proposal 
(DOC-US--77-17-D4), any charges made after the approval would be 
processed in accordance with the revised interim set of regulations. 


It was wondered whether the same thing would apply to the overall 
regulations concerning conduct during examinations and plagiarism if they 
were approved by Senate within the next few meetings. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that these were specific decisions to be made and if the 
motion now before Senate was adopted, he would then invite another 
motion in, line with what Prof. Giguere had stated, in order to make it 
absolutely clear as to when the new procedure would become effective. 


The feeling was expressed that the wording of item 2.1 
(DOC-US-77-17-D4) should be changed because charges of plagiarism 
were normally not laid by the Registrar. 


It was suggested that the phrase "by the Registrar" be deleted from item 2.1 
in document US-77-17-D4 and it would then be left open to whomever was 
authorized to lay the charge. 


Concern was expressed over the morality of implementing unpublished 
regulations, assuming that these were adopted, particularly in view of the 
fact that the regulations that the proposal would replace were in fact already 
published. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that it would be necessary to publish this change, but 
obviously not in the Announcement, prior to the next set of examinations. 
He felt that inasmuch as this applied to one Faculty with a relatively 
reachable group of students, it would be possible to give it adequate 
publicity in order to cover the points that were involved. He also pointed out 
that the University reserved the right to make changes in the content of the 
Announcement. 


It was explained that the proposal arose primarily from the student body 
itself, that it had been debated throughout the Engineering Faculty, and 
certainly if it was approved by Senate today it would be made known to all 
Engineering students in the very near future. 


It was suggested that perhaps E.F.C. might consider amending the 
presentation (DOC-US-77-17-D4) so that it becomes a proposal concerning 
procedures for handling honourable conduct issues of a more general 
nature, not specifically for the Faculty of Engineering, but procedural 
guidelines for other Faculties as well. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that when Senate . gets to the general item on 
conduct during examinations, the way in which he intended to propose to 
Senate to take up that issue would provide an opening to do exactly what 
was being suggested. However, at the moment there was a specific 
proposal from the Engineering Faculty Council which was very much 
before Senate as an ad hoc measure and Senate was really constrained to 
deal with it as such. 


The feeling was expressed that the reference to "deadline" and "prescribed 
time limit" in items 2.2. and 2.4 (DOC-US-77-17-D4) should be replaced 
by the actual time limit which was fourteen days. If these regulations were 
going to be published, it should be clearly stated that the limited time period 
was fourteen days. 


Prof. Giguere explained that what would be published would not be 
document US-77-17-D4 sitting all by itself. Rather, it would be the existing 
regulations with those sections altered to conform with document 
US-77-17-D4. That was, the fourteen day time limit would be clearly stated 
in whatever the students receive. 


It was suggested that the problem might be it resolved by replacing the 
phrase "a deadline" in item 2.2. with the deadline". 


Dr. O'Brien advised that generally Senate dealt with such documents in the 
form in which they come through from various bodies, and to be blunt 
about it, in terms of drafting, the form was usually awful. If we wished to 
take an additional month to deal with those things by having the Steering 
Committee send them out to be drafted in the prescribed form that they will 
ultimately take, we could do that. If we did that we would avoid some of the 
nitpicking arguments that we-continuously have in Senate in trying to pick 
these things up. He would personally prefer to see these things properly 
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drafted before they come to Senate, but he had long since given up on trying 
to accomplish that. 


Insofar as the prescribed time limit referred to in document US-77-17-D4 
was concerned, Dr. O'Brien assured Senators that as it falls out, it is 
unquestionably fourteen-days, and he suggested that Senate need not dwell 
too much on that particular point. 


With respect to the proviso that appointments would be for a twelve-month 
period commencing October 1, it was wondered whether the understanding 
would be that the term of appointments made following approval of the 
policy, if it was approved today, would be until October 1, 1978. 


Dr. O'Brien confirmed that that was what would happen because a 
transitional arrangement would have to be made for the first round of 
appointments. 


The mover and seconder agreed to incorporate into the motion the suggested 
change of deleting the phrase "by the Registrar" from item 2.1 
(DOC-US-77-17-D4). 


- THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THIS.SYSTEM (DOC-US-77-17-D4) BECOME 
EFFECTIVE IMMEDIATLLY FOR ANY CHARGES OF CHEATING 
NOT ALREADY LAID AND OUTSTANDING, AND THAT THE DEAN 
OF THE FACULTY OF ENGINEERING TAKE ALL NECESSARY 
STEPS TO IMPLEMENT THE SYSTEM IMMEDIATELY. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


It was suggested that since the E.F.C. model for the Committee on 
Honourable Conduct might later be applied to other Faculties, it might be 
useful to have a report submitted to the Steering Committee as to the 
workings of the Committee between now and October 1, 1978. 


Dr. O'Brien felt that informally the Committee might be asked to inform the 
Steering Committee as to how the system has worked, presumably if the 
Committee lasts long enough to produce such a report. 


Conduct during Examinations 


Dr. O'Brien advised that this item has been on the agenda for some time and 
the basic document US-77-1-D5 was originally circulated for the January 
1977 meeting of Senate. 


It was his feeling that the document (US-77-1-D5) would be rewritten in 
due course and he therefore did not propose that Senate begin discussion by 
making a minute examination of the document. Even more than the 


documents which Senate had dealt with in the Academic Re-evaluation 
debate, document US-77-1-D5 was highly detailed with a good deal of 
procedural content which had to be there for the ultimate regulations but 
which was not all that important insofar as the principles were concerned. 
He suggested that Senate approach this question on the basis of the new 
document (US-78-1-D5) that was circulated for this meeting. 


Document US-78-1-D5 represented an attempt to set out at least the major 
questions of principle that will inevitably arise in any-discussion we have on 
the question of conduct during examinations. If we had some indication of 
the feelings of Senate on the questions which were set out in document 
US-78-1-D5, it would then be possible to re-write the document in the light 
of these feelings and when Senate eventually reaches the point of debating a 
detailed document, it would be on the basis of one in which there was some 
fundamental agreement and hopefully, the confusion would be 
correspondingly less4 


He explained the questions set out in document US-78-1-D5. 


It was agreed to begin discussion on the question of whether or not the 
Registrar should be the person to decide if a charge of cheating be laid. 


It was wondered whether the understanding was that when a professor 
catches someone cheating, the professor must go to the Registrar and that it 
was the Registrar who would lay the charge. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that that was the sense of what x4as contained in 
section | a) of document US-78-1-D5, but he emphasized that what we 
were talking about was cheating on examinations. 


It was pointed out that most examinations, for example mid-term or weekly 
examinations, were under the supervision of the professor and that it was 
only the final examinations that came under the supervision of the Registrar. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that document US-78-1-D5 was conceived looking 
primarily at the formal examination periods as the matter to which it 
addressed itself and that the Registrar had a certain overall responsibility for 
those formal examination periods. If a professor were to catch a student 
cheating in a class test, the professor of course would have the option of 
dealing with it somewhat informally- But if the professor wanted to lay a 
formal charge of cheating, as document US-78-1-D5 was drawn up, the 
case would be taken to the Registrar, who would then, it he agreed it was 
appropriate, lay a charge with the Dean and it would proceed from there. 


It was stated that there should be some assurance that if section | a) in 
document US-78-1-D5 was to be approved, it would not preclude the rights 
of professors to hold and invigilate their examinations in classrooms as 
opposed to examination areas such as the Gymnasium or the Rink on the 
Loyola campus which a lot of students objected to. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the proposal had nothing to do with the location 
of examinations. If we are talking about final examinations, they are 
formally the responsibility of the .University, and as to who invigilates 
them, it is often the professor, and often on both campuses. He did not see 
that changing as a result of the proposal. 


Also, what was being raised was that Senate would have to make sure that 
the system was workable, not just for final examinations but for class tests 
as well. 


The feeling was expressed that there were certain major points which were 
not covered by the questions of principle set out in document US-78-1-D5. 
These were, what was cheating and what was sufficient evidence of 
cheating? These were major issues in the debates at the Engineering Faculty 
Council. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there was a definition of cheating in the detailed 
document (US-77-1-D5). Also, in preparing document US-78-1-D5, he had 
felt that one might best start the debate around these other issues rather than 
trying to define what cheating was on the assumption that there was at least 
some general understanding of what that term meant. 


Senate was advised that the Engineering Faculty Council supported the 
notion that the Registrar and only the Registrar would lay charges of 
cheating. In the end, the Registrar does so, not because thinks a student is 
guilty of the charge, but rather because he judges that there is enough 
evidence to bring the case to trial. The Registrar's judgement would be 
based on the repertoire of jurisprudence which he has built up over the years 
from the numerous reports of alleged cheating which he has received’. 


It was further argued the Registrar was entirely apart from the faculty and 
the objectivity of the. system in the eyes of the students, and in the eyes of 
everyone else, would perhaps be enhanced. Further, the decision has to be 
recorded and reported one way or the other, documents have to be altered, 
students must be contacted on re-admission, etc. In general, a lot of things 
must be done that fall one way or another under the Registrar's Office and 
he was therefore in a good position to manage this kind of process. 


The feeling was expressed that if the professor was invigilating his own 
examination in 'a classroom, that professor ought to be the one to initiate a 
charge of cheating and take the matter to the Dean. Insofar as the Registrar 
was concerned, it should not be necessary to bother him at all, until it has 
gone through the entire process, at which time it then becomes part of the 
student's record. 


Concern was also expressed over section | d), and 1 e), where both the 
student and the Registrar would have a right of appeal to Senate. It was 
argued that experience has indicated that this was the kind of issue that 
Senate could end up debating almost endlessly and there may be a better 
way to handle that, such as leaving it up to the Dean's Committee. 


It was again argued that the Registrar was in the best position on the basis 
of his knowledge from what happened in previous cases, to suggest 
whether a professor had sufficient grounds to win the case or whether the 
case would be lost. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the Registrar was away at the moment but he 
proposed to ask the Registrar on his return what his experience has shown. 
It may be that it provides a very useful function, but on the other hand, it 
may simply be redundant in certain cases. That was worth examining before 
Senate committed itself to that particular part of the process. 


It was wondered who makes the judgement that sticks, that is, that cheating 
did in fact take place. Was it the invigilator, the Registrar or the Dean? 


Dr. O'Brien explained that as defined under section | c) of document 
US-78-1-D5, the student had the option of a hearing either by the Dean or 
by a committee and therefore, the decision would either be made by the 
Dean or the committee, subject to the possibility of an appeal to Senate. 


Concern was expressed over the situation where, as an example, a 
professor finds that among the completed examination booklets returned to 
him, eight contain identical answers to three questions. The evidence clearly 
indicates that the students had collaborated but no one had been caught. A 
judgement must be made by the same kind of a person who corrects that 
examination and it was wondered if it could be presumed that the committee 
would be armed with someone who could make that judgement. 


It was explained that it was part of the charge to the committee to obtain 
such information as it needed. This may range from opinion of an expert in 
the discipline to the opinion of a handwriting expert. 


It was pointed out that under the situation mentioned above where someone 
was not caught cheating during the examination, it would be the professor 
rather than an invigilator who would have to decide whether or not a charge 
of cheating should be laid. While both documents US-77-1-D5 and 
US-78-1-D5 were silent on that, a modification had been suggested in the 
Engineering Faculty Council document (US-77-17-D9) that would cover 
that situation. 


It was further suggested that a person who allowed his paper to be copied 
during an examination should also be included in the policy. 


Dr. O'Brien expressed the feeling that document US-77-1-D5 was written 
too exclusively in the context of a formal examination sitting and while other 
things could be interpreted into it, it does become awkward at certain points. 
The document perhaps needed to be re-examined in the light of the E.F.C. 
proposal (item 6, document US-77-17-D9) and in the light of the previous 
comment. 


Also, while the Registrar has to be able to lay charges because he was 
responsible for some examinations, it may well be that not all charges have 


to go through the Registrar, but rather, could be laid directly with the Dean 
by the professor. 


It was argued that one advantage in having the Registrar involved in the 
system was that it would ensure that all cases would be treated in the same 
way throughout the University. 


Dr. O'Brien asked Senators to give some particular attention to sections 1 
b), and 1 c), in document US-78-1-D5, which was in effect, the most 
crucial part of the whole process because it was where the decision would 
be made as to whether or not there was cheating 


It was pointed out that the Engineering Faculty Council would like to see 
sections | b) and 1 c) of document US-78-1-D5 removed and replaced by 
something like the Committee on Honourable Conduct 
(DOC-US-77-17-D4), possibly on a University level. 


It was pointed out that according to document US-77-1-D5, in the case of a 
student who admits to a charge of cheating, it was the Dean's responsibility 
to choose the sanction and in order to achieve justice, it was argued that it 
would be more appropriate for a committee to choose the sanction. That 
was, if the consensus was to assign to a committee the task of determining 
whether or not a student was guilty, that same committee should also decide 
on the sanction in the case where a student admits to the charge of cheating. 


Concerning item 2, document US-78-1-D5, it was argued that as long as 
there was a hearing procedure and the normal laws of equity which apply in 
the legal system were observed, any student accused of cheating by an 
invigilator must be presumed innocent until the hearing finds otherwise. it 
seemed wholly inappropriate that that student should be removed from the 
examination room, or not be permitted to continue writing the examination, 
or be permitted to continue the examination only under controlled conditions 
which might adversely affect the student's performance. To remove the 
student from the examination room or hinder the student's completion of the 
examination in any way would be to prejudge him. 


It was argued that a student suspected of cheating during an examination 
should be given the option of whether to continue that examination or not. 
There have been cases where students who have been charged with cheating 
during an examination have been found not guilty of cheating but 
psychologically they were unable to complete the examination in any 
satisfactory way. In some such cases, the students have stated that if they 
had been given the option, they would have opted for a supplemental 
examination following the hearing. 


It was stated that that was one item on which the Engineering Faculty 
Council was not unanimous even though at the end of the debate a majority 
of Council members voted in favor of not allowing students suspected of 
cheating to continue writing the examination. Those who voted in favor of 
the motion did so for various reasons. These included the effect on the 
morale of the other students in the examination room; various technical 


difficulties, and also the question of the frame of mind of the individual who 
knows that there is a possibility that he is going to be charged with cheating 
and how, under those circumstances, could any examination that that 
student writes even if he is found innocent, be at all valid. 


It was argued that it would be in the best interest of a student charged with 
cheating not to be allowed to continue writing the examination. If the 
student is guilty it does not matter whether or not that student continues to 
write the examination. However, if the student is not guilty, he will not do 
his best in the examination after being charged and if, after being tried he is 
found not guilty, provision can be made for him to write a special 
examination, which would be to his advantage. 


It was stated that it seemed that everyone was presuming that the student 
would not do well on the examination. However, we could have a student 
suspected of cheating at the very end of the examination whereby that 
student would have a good mark. In that case, presuming the student was 
not guilty, it would be to the detriment of the student to rewrite the 
examination. 


It was argued that the desire of Senate should not be to protect the guilty but 
rather to protect the-innocent. If a student is writing an examination in 
which he is doing well and someone thinks that that student is cheating but 
the student opts to complete the examination at that time, and ends up with a 
grade of eighty-five percent, if found not guilty, that grade should stand. On 
the other hand, if the student achieves only a sixty-five percent, that student 
should be given the option of rewriting tlke examination. There has to be 
some stipulation for a student to have the choice of continuing to write the 
examination or not to continue and if the student opts to continue, if found 
not guilty after the case has been heard, that student should also be given the 
opportunity to rewrite the examination. 


With respect to the possibility of a student being removed from an 
examination, the feeling was expressed that there could be a situation in 
which, in the eyes of an invigilator, a student was guilty of cheating, and on 
that presumption of guilt the student is removed from the examination room. 
That would be an action based on the presumption of guilt and not on the 
presumption of innocence. That student then has a hearing in accordance 
with the proposed regulations and is found not guilty, in which case, as has 
been proposed, the student would be given another opportunity to rewrite 
the examination. However, it may well be that that student does not find it 
convenient or possible to write that examination or for any number of 
reasons does not have the proper time to prepare for it, and for no fault of 
his own whatsoever, he has been placed in a situation where the work that 
he has prepared for has been nullified. It was argued that that would simply 
not be fair and to have any kind of a just system, it must be based on the 
presumption of innocence until the case has been heard. 


With respect to the option of rewriting the examination, it was stated that 
there have been cases where students have stated they were innocent and 
were found to be innocent, and have then asked why should they write the 


examination again? So far, there has not been any satisfactory answer to that 
question. 


With respect to question number 7 (document US-78-1-D5), concerning 
possible penalties for cheating, it was suggested that one of the penalties 
that should not be included was the sanction that the student be required to 
take additional courses. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the thinking behind that particular sanction was 
that if the minimum penalty for cheating was the imposition of a failing 
grade for the course, then cheating becomes a kind of one-way option. That 
was, a student who did not know very much about the course and could not 
pass without cheating, had everything to gain and nothing to lose by doing 
so because if he got caught, he was charged and tried and ended up losing 
credits for a course which would not have been passed anyway. Therefore, 
some penalty beyond the simple loss of credit was needed. 


This has found its way into the system in an attempt with respect to 
sanctions, to fill in the middle area between simple loss of credit and the 
extreme penalty of expulsion from the University. 


It was pointed out that the obligation to take and pass an additional six-credit 
course over and above the programme requirements represented an attempt 
to balance previous legislation which required a student, because of loss of 
credit, to repeat the particular course only if it was a required course. 


It was argued that it seemed inconsistent in an institution where taking extra 
courses or carrying an additional course load was considered a privilege, to 
now be using that as a punishment. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that part of the reasoning at the time around that was 
basically legal. In addition to the loss of credit for the course in question, 
the punitive measure of the loss of credit for other courses already taken, 
gives rise to the question of whether a university could take away credits for 
something which has been appropriately earned. The requirement to take 
additional credits was an attempt to avoid that legal pitfall. 


It was suggested as an alternative that students found guilty of cheating be 
prevented from writing the supplemental examination or if necessary, from 
re-registering during the simmer session in order to match up the extra six 
credits. By doing this, the student would in fact suffer the penalty of being 
set back. Also, the present policy creates a situation whereby departmental 
advisors are pressured by students to be permitted to carry an extra course 
in order to complete the programme in the normal length of time, which 
really was a privilege normally reserved for the better students. 


Dr. Giguere presented and explained the sanctions being recommended by 
the Engineering Faculty Council (document US-77-17-D9, page 2, 
revised). 


It was stated that cheating was a very serious offense and should be treated 
as such. Calendars of all the topnotch universities, including Harvard, 
M.T.T., Cornell, Columbia, Yale, etc., clearly indicate only one penalty for 
cheating which was expulsion from the university. It was argued that 
Concordia likewise should adopt expulsion from the University as the one 
and only penalty for cheating. 


It was argued that one of the difficulties with having a graduated range of 
penalties was that committees or individuals within the University were 
inclined to apply the most severe penalty when t hey were really convinced 
of guilt and the least severe penalty when there was a certain amount of 
doubt as to guilt. The Committee should only be concerned with 
establishing beyond a reasonable doubt the guilt or innocence of the person 
charged and should in no way be influenced by the various degrees of 
penalties which might be applied in the case of guilt. 


It was argued that there were different situations and different kinds of 
cheating and therefore different penalty options should be available. 


It was further argued that the criteria for imposing penalties for cheating 
should include a great deal of flexibility depending on the student's own 
situation, and the extent to which the cheating was habitual or a one time 
offense. The range of penalties should be sufficiently broad to encompass 
that. 


Support was voiced for having a broad range of penalties and particularly 
for the notion of very severe penalties for second offenders. It was also 
wondered if there were available statistics to indicated how many such cases 
there might be in the University, and if in fact, there was such a thing as a 
"professional cheater". 


It was argued that there should be a broad range of penalties but that the 
individual or committee assigning the penalty should be different from the 
individual or committee deciding upon the guilt or innocence of a student 
charged with cheating. 


Concerning the range of penalties which presently exist for cheating, it was 
suggested that an additional penalty be added to the list as the least severe 
penalty. That was, that the student be assigned a grade of zero. 


It was argued that while the chances of Senate adopting expulsion from the 
University as a penalty for a first offense were nil, Senate should seriously 
consider adopting expulsion from the University as the one and only penalty 
for a second offense. 


It was pointed out that the current regulation on the Sir George Williams 
campus for a second offense was expulsion from the University. 


Again support was voiced for having the widest possible range of sanctions 
and also for the notion of having guilt or innocence decided perhaps by a 
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Faculty committee and that someone else, taking account of the 
circumstances, would assign the penalty. 


Adjournment 

Dr. O'Brien advised that the Steering Committee would consider, in the 
light of today's discussion, in what form the debate might best be again 
picked up at a subsequent meeting of Senate. 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:15 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


